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ADVISORY ACTION 

1 . This Advisory Action is in regards to the most recent papers filed on 2/1 0/2009. 

Response to Amendment 

2. The amendments filed 2/10/2009 have been entered, as the amendments appear 
to amend claim 35 to be closer to claim 28. As claim 35 was rejected for substantially 
similar reasons as claim 28, the claims still stand rejected for the same reasons as 
presented in the Office Action mailed 12/10/2008. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments filed 12/10/2009 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Applicant argues the language "semantic-centric input components that 
automatically reflect context of the current computer based application." 

On pages 8-9, Applicant argues that Graham discloses that a user manually 
enters terms that are used to search portions of documents to determine which portions 
are relevant for printing purposes, and that the user determines what terms to enter and 
search. 

First, it is noted that Graham was not asserted as teaching that the components 
automatically reflect context of the current computer based application. However, it is 
further noted that the instant claim does not provide detail as how the components 
automatically reflect context of the current computer-based interaction, or even what 
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constitutes the current computer-based interaction. The interaction could be reasonably 
interpreted as being the user entering the information, in which case, the user entering 
the information is a "computer-based interaction," where the information clearly 
"automatically reflect context of the current computer-based interaction." Accordingly, 
Applicant should amend the instant claim to clearly disclose what constitutes a 
"computer-based interaction" and how the semantic-centric input components 
"automatically reflect context of the current computer-based interaction." 

In the paragraph joining pages 9 and 10, Applicant argues the interpretation that 
if one step is automated, the entire system can be considered to be an automatic 
system. Applicant proceeds to discuss the specification, where an example concerning 
an electric car is presented. However, it is noted that the features upon which applicant 
relies are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light 
of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See 
In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). Applicant should 
amend the instant claim to more clearly reflect how the reflection is performed 
"automatically." 

However, Applicant only appears to assert that Graham doesn't disclose that the 
components automatically reflect context of the current computer-based interaction. 
Accordingly, the arguments are irrelevant, as the rejection was based on Graham in 
view of Stern for this very reason. It is noted that one cannot show nonobviousness by 
attacking references individually where the rejections are based on combinations of 
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references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & 
Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 

On pages 10-11, Applicant argues the application of Stern to the claim limitation 
of "automatically." 

Applicant argues that a "smart button," which is, for example, "a user interface 
button the at changes how it is labeled to reflect possible opinions related to a current 
experience of a user," is described in the instant application, which is not equivalent to 
Stern's disclosure. However, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies 
are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of 
the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In 
re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 1 81 , 26 USPQ2d 1 057 (Fed. Cir. 1 993). Claim 1 , for 
example, does not even remotely recite a button of any sort. Further, what is meant by 
"components that automatically reflect context" is not even remotely claimed in the 
instant claim. Applicant should amend the instant claim to clearly recite that which 
Applicant regards as the invention. 

Applicant's remaining arguments presented on pages 11-13 appear to rely on the 
infallibility of the arguments addressed above. Accordingly, the response above applies 
to Applicant's remaining arguments. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Scott Christensen whose telephone number is (571)270- 
1 144. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Thursday 6:30AM - 
4:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, William Vaughn can be reached on (571) 272-3922. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/S. C.I 

Examiner, Art Unit 2444 
/William C. Vaughn, Jr./ 
Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2444 



